1. Setting and terminology. Throughout this article (E, ê, ju) will be a fixed probability space. We denote by «Sf=JS?(£', ê, ju) the algebra of all ƒ : E->R which are <f-measurable.
For ƒ 6 JSf, g G J §? we write ƒ == g iff{t) = g(t) //-almost surely, and ƒ=£ if/(0 = S(0 for all/ e E.
For/eJSf, we denote by ƒ the equivalence class of/with respect to the equivalence relation " = " defined above.
We denote by JSf °°=JS? °°CE, S, p) the algebra of all bounded f e Se.
For a set B e ê we denote by 1# the indicator function of B (i.e. \ B (t)=\ for t G B and 1^(0=0 for t G E-B).
We say that a set A G S carries JU if ju(E-A)=0. We shall begin with Question 2.
The Generalized Egorov
The following is a partial answer to Question 2, which however suffices for practical purposes (in Theorem 3 below we consider of course H endowed with the topology óf pointwise convergence on E) : THEOREM 
(METRIZATION CRITERION). Let He: J? be a set with the following properties :
(i) H is compact.
(ii) H is convex.
(iii) H satisfies the ((separation property)). Then H is metrizable.
To prove Theorem 3 one shows that, under our assumptions, the topology of pointwise convergence and the topology of convergence in probability coincide (see [6] ). One may use in the proof the following remarkable theorem due to Komlós (see [7] or [2] It appears, therefore, that the ((separation property)) really makes the difference between weak measurability and strong measurability.
4. The ((separation property)) and the notion of lifting. The most convenient way to obtain the ((separation property)), at least for sets of bounded measurable functions, is by applying the notion of lifting:
We recall that a mapping /KJ^0 Henceforth we assume that (E, ê, /u) is a complete probability space.
There is an equivalent way of defining the notion of lifting if one prefers to work with sets rather than functions. For each Ae<t>, p(l A ) is again an indicator function (by axiom (V)); we write (*) KU) = lpM). Ne£ 9 JU(N) = 0}.
The mapping p : <?-><ƒ obtained in this manner satisfies the conditions : (I') P (A)=A; (II') A = B implies p(A)=p(B); (III') p(E)=E, P (0)=0; (IV) p(AvB)=p(A)vj P (B); (V) p(AnB)=p(A)n P (B).
The topology &* p turns out to have the following properties (see [4, p. 59]) :
°}. We may now give an answer to Question 1 raised in §2. We shall only consider the case of a bounded set H^ £? °°. We have the following analogue of Arzela-Ascoli's theorem (see [5] . Starting with p one may define an ((abstract lifting)) of the abstract space -SfJ? as follows: For f e «Sfg we set
The above "weak invariance formula" uniquely determines the abstract lifting p z associated with p (see [4, pp. 52-53]). Since there can be no confusion, we shall denote this abstract lifting by p again.
This notion of abstract lifting has many advantages : let us mention in passing that it permits to give a very simple and rapid proof of Doob's classical theorem concerning the "existence of a separable modification" of a stochastic process (see [3] 
or [4]).
Let us now consider again a Banach space X and let us return to weakly measurable versus strongly measurable mappings. 2 Consider (X, a(X, X')) and correspondingly the abstract space rz?co
We then have (see [5] ) :
and hence g is strongly measurable.
It is enough to note that since g satisfies the above invariance property, g has the separation property required in Theorem 5, and therefore g is strongly measurable. REMARK 3. The fact that iff:E-+X is a weakly measurable mapping taking values in a o(X, X')-compact set, then its ((weak equivalence class» contains a strongly measurable mapping is the object of a classical theorem due to R. S. Phillips [9] . The known proofs introduce the associated weakly compact operator of LR into X (see [1, Chapter 6 (1959) 
